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Good afternoon Chairman Jackson and other ‘members of the Education Committee. My name is
George Sweeting and I am a Deputy Director of the New York City Independent Budget Office
(IBO). Thank you for the invitation to testify at this oversight hearing on the Department of
Education’s (DOE) proposed annual amendment to the 2010-2014 school capital plan.

As this is the first of what will likely be multiple Council hearings on the amendment, and our
office is just beginning to review the proposed amendment, my comments today will emphasize
issues that merit further attention in the coming months rather than findings or conclusions by
IBO. Of particular note, the amendment pushes back the target date for when all of the new seats
will come on line, and the plan continues to count on the state to fund half of the program at a
time when the state is facing severe fiscal difficulties.

Size of the Plan. The overall plan has increased by about $400 million to a total of $11.7 billion,
with the new funding coming from the City Council, the Borough Presidents, other Mayoral
sources (most of which will come through Reso A appropriations), and the state. The proposed
amendment does not alter the overall structure of the plan, which is divided into two broad
categories: Capacity and Capital Investment. The Capacity Program, which includes three
subgroups, New Capacity, Facility Replacement Program, and Charter Partnership, would
increase by $169 million over the $5.2 billion allocated under the adopted plan. New Capacity
will grow by almost $250 million, while the Facility Replacement Program would be reduced by
$79 million. Funding for Charter Partnership will remain the same at $210 million.

The overall allocation for the Capital Investment program has grown thanks to $300 million in
Reso A funding from the Council and other officials. However, only one of the three subgroups
under Capital Investment would see an increase: Mandated Programs would grow by $112
million to $2.3 billion, largely because the cost of completing projects started in the prior plan is
now higher. This increase has been offset by a decrease of about $113 million in allocations for
the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and Children First Initiatives. One question to consider
1s whether some of the Reso A projects in essence replaced projects that were funded as part of
CIP and Children First Initiatives. There is no detail provided on the Reso A projects, which
makes answering the question difficult.

Funding. As was the case in the previous capital plan, roughly half of the funding for the capital
plan is expected to come from the city and the other half is expected to come from the state. In



the adopted plan, the city contribution was expected to be $5.66 billion and the state contribution
was expected to be $5.62 billion. Under the proposed amendment, the city portion would
increase by $320 million to $5.98 billion and the state portion would grow by $70 million to
$5.69 billion.

The assumption that the state can provide substantial assistance may need further consideration.
It was only in the last plan—as Albany was facing the resolution of the Campaign for Fiscal
Equity case—that the state enacted laws to increase state assistance for the city’s capital plan.
One form of assistance came from a one-time initiative (Excel bonds) which generated $900
million in cash for the last plan without incurring debt service obligations for the city. A second
initiative—which is on-going—expanded the city’s debt capacity for education capital projects
and allowed the city to pledge future state building aid to secure the new bonds. While the state
~ is obligated to maintain sufficient building aid to cover all debt obligations already undertaken,
the state could choose to limit the city’s ability to issue new debt that would qualify for building
aid reimbursement as a means of reducing state obligations. Given that Governor Paterson just
announced his intention to withhold $84 million in school and municipal aid to the city, there
may be reason to consider whether the state will contribute as much as the DOE is counting on.

New Capacity. One of the headline figures in the proposed amendment is the claim that it is
adding 5,000 seats to the 25,000 already included in the adopted plan. These seats will be
designed to accommodate pre-Kindergarten through eighth grades. Plans for high school seats
remains unchanged. On net, there were 12 more projects listed in the proposed amendment for a
total of 56 capacity projects. There were 18 projects (about 7,800 seats) added in the amended
plan, while six others (about 1,800 seats) were cut. Capacity targets for projects that remain in-
the plan also shrank by about 1,000 seats.

Although the number of seats the amended plan would provide has increased, the timing of
construction and completion for many projects has been pushed back from the dates used in the
adopted plan. By 2014, only 30 percent of new seats will be completed, down from 50 percent in
the adopted plan. In June’s adopted plan, the DOE expected that all new seats would be available
by 2017, but that target has also been pushed back to 2018. In the adopted plan, more than half of
the seats were expected to be in design phase in 2010, but that has been pushed back to 2011 in
the proposed amendment. Similarly, many construction start dates have been pushed back so that
only 20 percent of the new seats will be opened for 2010, down from 40 percent in the Adopted
Plan.

Questions have been raised about whether the funds added to the capital plan will be sufficient to
produce an additional 5,000 new seats. For some projects, the start of design has been extended
an additional year to 2014 and construction starts have been extended to 2015. These extensions
are mostly for projects that are funded only for design in this five-year plan, with construction

~ scheduled for the next plan. Such projects account for 21 percent of the seats provided by new
projects in the proposed amendment. Because only the design portion of these projects is covered
in this plan, less than 2 percent of the sum of their estimated costs of about $200 million has been
included in the amended plan. This helps to explain why the additional 5,000 seats provided in
the proposed amendment appear to cost a relatively modest $250 million. In reality, much of the
costs for these projects will actually be incurred after 2014,



While additional resources have enabled the DOE to increase the scale of new capacity expected
in the current Capital Plan, it appears that the seats are expected to come on-line even later than
expected in the adopted plan. If state funding is halted, this time frame for new seat design,
construction, and completion is likely to be pushed back even farther. Moreover, even the delays
already incorporated in the amendment mean that the DOE will likely miss an opportunity to
attract contractors and bidders who are currently facing limited demand from private developers.

Thank you, and I would be happy to answer any questions you may have.
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Good afternoon Chair Jackson and Members of the Education Committee. My name is Kathleen
Grimm, Deputy Chancellor for Infrastructure and Portfolio Planning in the New York City
Department of Education. I am joined today by Sharon Greenberger, President of the School
Construction Authority, and Jamic Smarr, President of the Education Construction Fund. We are
pleased to be here today to discuss the proposed 2010 Amendment to the current five-year
capital plan for our schools.

We are currently in the first year of our $11.3 billion FY2010-2014 Capital Plan, with an
additional $400 million provided through a combination of rollover funding from the last plan
and direct support from council members for capital improvement projects in their district
schools. '

While we continue to face tough economic challenges, we cannot stop building for our children’s
future. This capital plan strives to advance improvements achieved under the $13.1 billion
FY2005-2009 capital plan—the largest such plan in the city’s history. The current plan will create
tens of thousands of new seats in areas of projected enroliment growth, it will better align
existing facilities with current instructional and enrollment needs, and it will continue to make
much-needed improvements to our aging infrastructure.

Since I last appeared before this committee in May 2009, we have proposed a few critical
changes to the FY2010-14 five-year plan, and I want to explain how we arrived at those
recommendations and why we think they are necessary.

As you know, previous capital plans often ran over budget and behind schedule. To avoid those
pitfalls, we developed an annual amendment process beginning with the 2005-09 plan.
Reviewing our capital plan regularly allows us to catch emerging needs quickly, so we can make
changes as necessary.

As part of this process, we conduct annual Building Condition Assessment Surveys (BCAS), in
which we send architects and engineers to technically evaluate each of our 1,200+ school
buildings on a walkthrough with school-based staff so that current information about our
facilities informs the capital planning process.
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We also update enrollment projections every year, drawing on data supplied by two leading
demographic firms — Grier Partnership and Statistical Forecasting. These projections incorporate
data on birth rates, immigration rates, and migration rates from various agencies including the
Department of Health and the United States Census. We then overlay information from the
Department of City Planning, Department of Buildings, and the Department of Housing
Preservation and Development, including statistics on housing starts and rezoning efforts.
Incorporating this broad range of data sources allows us to monitor shifts in student enrollment
on an ongoing basis, so we can make timely adjustments where there is a sustained increase in
student population in one part of the city or a decline in student population in another part of the
city.

Finally, we undertake a public review process with Community Education Councils (CECs), the
City Council and other elected officials, and community groups. We offer every CEC in the City
the opportunity to conduct a public hearing on the plan, and we make presentations at those.,
meetings whenever we are asked to do so. We brief the City Council by borough delegation
annually, and attend other meetings with City officials and community groups upon request.
Public feedback plays a crucial role in our capital planning process. For example, we previously
heard from members of this committee that planning at the district level was insufficient. Based
on that feedback, we changed our methodology to examine need at the neighborhood-level rather
than the district-level for both the current capital plan and this year’s proposed amendment. We
also work with individual council members and CECs to identify local needs and to get feedback
when prioritizing projects in their districts. Your insights in this process are very helpful, and we
hope you will remain engaged in our efforts to improve public school facilities across the five
boroughs.

Proposed changes contained in the 2010 Amendment to the Capital Plan reflect the Department’s
findings during this year’s annual review process. While the Amendment would maintain the
same $11.3 billion funding level included in the original plan, it proposes adjustments to the
number of seats to be created using that funding. Specifically, it reflects a minor decrease in the
recommended number of seats in four districts and an increase in the recommended number of
seats for nine districts, with a net increase of 5,183 elementary and middle school seats compared
to the initial 2010-14 plan. Specifically, we propose the following changes in this amendment:

District | Seats Proposed in 2010-14 Seats Proposed in Amended 2010-14 Net

Plan Plan ' Change
2 3,296 3,666 370
8 ' 318 318 =
9 389 389 , —
10 1,154 1,248 94
11 1,476 1,476 —
13 416 360 (56)
14 738 612 _ (126)
15 1,459 2,214 _ 755
20 2,630 3,046 416
22 738 1,154 416




24 2,630 | 4302 1,672
25 1,154 1,154 —
26 416 416 —
27 | 951 832 a1y
28 500 416 (84)
29 - 738 - 738
30 3,010 | 3,701 691
31 1,248 1,664 416

Our analysis does not project a significant change in the need for seats at the high school level
beyond what was included in the original plan, but we do now forecast the need for additional
seats in the lower grades due primarily to an sustained increase in the birth rate in selected
neighborhoods that began emerging over the past few years. We believe that the adjustments
proposed in this amendment will provide the necessary capacity growth to address the increased
student population associated with that trend. '

In total, the amended FY2010-14 capital plan would devote $5.4 billion to capacity. Of this, $4.0
billion 1s dedicated to increasing school capacity, creating 30,377 new seats in approximately 50
school buildings. While a small portion of these seats will remain in the design phase at the
conclusion of the five-year plan, it is important to note that 34,000 seats funded under the
previous capital plan are coming online during the first few years of this plan. In fact, nearly
13,000 new seats already came online in September and nearly 14,000 more are expected to
come online next fall. Taken collectively, this increased capacity will support the DOE in further
alleviating school overcrowding, reducing class size, and strategically reducing our reliance on
temporary facilities.

Unfortunately, given current economic realities, we do not have the luxury of increasing the
overall funding level for the Capital Plan to cover the costs of building the additional 5,183 seats.
Consequently, we propose to fund this new seat construction through savings gained from
current market conditions and reductions in both technology and capital improvement budgets.
Even with these adjustments, the capital plan would retain $6.3 billion for much-needed capital
mvestments in our existing facilities. These critical investments include exterior and interior
renovations such as roof repairs, upgrades to electrical and HVAC equipment, enhancing
playgrounds, and constructing science labs, among other facilities enhancements.

As we have testified previously, this plan does reflect reduced spending power over previous
years, particularly when one accounts for inflation rates and anticipated increased costs in the
construction sector. Moreover, the Mayor announced in May 2008 that the City was stretching
four years of planned capital program commitments over five years due to ongoing economic
uncertainty.

We understand that the public school system as a whole continues to experience pockets of
overcrowding, and we are working to address these concerns both through new school
construction and through more efficient use of existing school facilities. We remain focused on
remedying these issues and will continue to rely on your feedback and support as we do so.
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Our annual capital planning process has already benefited significantly from your input, and our
students also have benefited from the generous support you provide for capital projects in our
schools. With continued collaboration, and tens of thousands of seats slated to come online over
the next 5-7 years, we remain confident that the expansion and enhancement of school buildings
across the five boroughs will improve the educational experiences for the City’s 1.1 million -
school children as well as the teachers and staff who serve them.

Thank you again. I now turn to Sharon Greenberger, who will walk you through the specifics of
the proposed amendment to the FY2010-14 plan, after which we will be happy to answer your
questions. '
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Lucretia Marcigliano Campus (PS/IS 237K)

New 4-story building

science lab with demo room

guidance, administration, medical, and School Based
Support Team (SBST) suites

art, music, and resource rooms

kitchen and cafeteria

5,400 sf gymnasium
300 seat auditorium

PS/IS 861R

New school with District 75 component

26 classrooms

activities for daily living classroom
library

science lab and prep room

art, music, and resource rooms
gymnasium with bleachers
auxiliary gym

kitchen and cafeteria

PS/IS 229K

4-story addition and renovation of
existing building
3,000 sf early childhood playground
25 new classrooms
science lab and prep room
art, music, and resource rooms
medical and guidance suites
kitchen and cafeteria
5,400 sf gymnasium
library

Shirley Chisholm
Campus (PS/IS 366K)

New building

«  multi-purpose
gymnasium/
auditorium
2,000 sf wireless
technology library
kitchen/dining area
art and music rooms
medical suite
rooftop playground

Cesiah Toro Mullane School (PS/IS 798K)

New 5-story building for students in pre-k thru 8th grade

speech, physical, and occupational therapy rooms
2,700 sflibrary and 5,400 sf gymnasium

activities for daily living classroom

art and resource rooms and music suite

science lab with demo and prep rooms

kitchen and cafeteria




PS 128Q

4-story new building

« art and music
rooms
science room with
lab/demo room
2,700 sf library
auditorium
5 citywide special
ed classrooms
activities for daily
living classroom
speech and
physical therapy
rooms
guidance office
nurse’s office
5,400 sf
gymnasium
cafeteria

PS/IS 102Q

New 4-story addition

» 35 classrooms

* 3 special ed

classrooms

science labs

resource room

*«  music suite

« 2 art studics

« cafeteria

»  kitchen

+ medical, guidance,
administrative, and
SBST suites

* 5,400 sf gymnasium

+ 3,000 sf early
childhood playground

+  play yard with

running track

Sunset Park HS
{Breoklyn)

New 4-story high school

»  science lab/demo
rooms

» technology/distance-
learning rooms

+ performing arts

PS 78Q Annex _ . PS/IS 113Q

New 2,500 sf expansion ’ 2-story addition
+ 2 classrooms : and alterations to

rooms « 2 offices . existing buildin
+  kitchen complex/ bathroom ' - 2 sgcience Igbs
dining area

with prep rooms
kitchen and
cafeteria

art, music, and
resource rooms
5,400 sf
gymnasium
library

medical and
guildance suites

*  multi-purpose
auxiliary room

« 550 seat auditorium

*  competition
gymnasium

* 4,000 sf wireless

technology library




Jonas Bronck Academy (IS 228X)
Interior build-out of 4th and 5th floors

in new 12-story commercial building
*  multi-purpose room

+  library

«  kitchen

+ cafeteria

* separate entrance with elevators
and lobby

Casita Maria
Center for Arts

and Education
{IS/HS 269X)

New 6-story building,

with junior high on floors

1-5, and Casita Maria,

a local Bronx non-profit,

on 6th floor

«  multi-purpose room
with stage

* dining area

* dance/exercise room

+ art studio

*  music room

library

New Utrecht HS
(Brooklyn)

2-story addition
and renovation of
existing building
kitchen
cafeteria
13 classrooms
staif offices

PS/IS 49Q

3-story addition
music suite
science lab/
demo room
gymnasium
library
guidance,
medical and
SBST suites

8
p

Renovation of leased

American

Martyrs School
(PS 188Q)

pace for students
re-k thru 4th grades

Willie Ella Paschal Bowman
Campus (PS 169X)

New 4-story building for pre-k thru 3rd grade
20 standard classrooms
multi-purpose room
cafeteria/kitchen
medical office




Broadway

Education Campus
(Manhattan)

Interior build-out on floors
4. 5and 6

28 classrooms
kitchen

library

virtual enterprise
classrooms

science labs
cafeteriafauditorium

Frank Sinatra
School of the Arts
HS (Queens)

PS 14Q
Annex

Interior and New 5-story building
exterior G LAl + 2 dance studios
renovation « art studio and [ab
« kitchen + orchestra and

«  windows music rooms

« roof +«  science rooms

+ electrical = roof terrace

« 2 black box theaters

upgrades
« 800 seat theater

James Monroe

HS Campus with balcony
Annex {Bronx) + media center
= stagecraft lab
New 4-story

building for 2 high
schools

*  gymnasium

+  auditorium

+  cafeteria

« library
District 75

Rev. James A. Polite Campus (Bronx)

3-story building renovation of 2 high schools
*+  gymnasium
+  auditorium

cafeteria

St. Thomas Aquinas
(PS 133K)

Interior and exterior renovation

* repairs to external doors
and windows, and gym floor

* new warming kitchen

*  upgrade electrical

+ added communication and

data access

QOur Lady of Good Counsel (PS 151\)

Renovation of 4 floors in an existing huilding
*+  public address system + cafeteria
and alarms »  hbathrooms
» upgraded boiler and *  multi-purpose
heating system room
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Good afterncon, Chairman Jackson and distinguished members of the New York City
Council’s Committee on Education. My name is Ernest Logan, and I am the President of
the Council of School Supervisors and Administrators (CSA). CSA is the collective
bargaining unit for 6,100 Principals, Assistant Principals, Supervisors and Education
Administrators who work in the New York City public schools. I want to thank you for
this opportunity to submit testimony about the Department of Education’s (DoE)
proposed 2009 amendment to the 2010-2014 five-year capital plan for schools.

On behalf of New York City’s school leaders, we want to especially recognize the work
that the City Council has done in the past year to seriously address the need to expand
school capacity. The Council played a critical role this past fall in getting the DoE and
the School Construction Administration (SCA) to agree to increase the number of new
classroom seats in this amendment to the five-year plan by a total of 5,123,

While we have to acknowledge that the DoE has added some new capacity seats in this
amendment, as a result of advocacy by the City Council, we still believe it is not nearly
enough to address the need to reduce overcrowded classrooms in city schools.

We understand that the current severe economic slowdown and corresponding lack of tax
revenues are significant obstacles to providing greater city funds for new school
construction in this amendment. Yet, we believe that advocating for and protecting a
child’s right to leam is a critical priority for our city’s future. We believe that the City
can take a responsible approach to capital investment in schools that takes into
consideration both the realities of the economic slowdown and a firm commitment to
providing all children with the opportunity to learn.

In the last week, we have reached out to school leaders citywide to find out about
capacity and utilization issues in their schools. We have heard from many school leaders
that overcrowded classrooms and inadequate facilities remain, even several months into
the school year, major problems in all of the five boroughs. As school leaders, one of our
mandates is to make sure our students come to school and learn in a safe and secure
environment. Overcrowding reduces the quality of the learning environment.

Right now, in classrooms across the city, school leaders have told us that overcrowded
conditions are making it unsafe for students and staff, making teaching harder; making
learning more difficult; turning student schedules upside down; impacting the ability of
students to get the credits needed to graduate on time; creating situations where classes
are being held in hallways and closets; and infringing on after school and extra curricular
activities. These conditions contribute to diminished test scores and graduation rates,
higher absenteeism, and a lesser likelihood that students will go on to higher education
and be prepared to find work in today’s job market.

In light of the many overcrowded classrooms in schools across New York City and the
significant impact that these conditions are having on limiting the educational
opportunities of our children, we would like to discuss concerns with capacity estimates



and class size targets used for the proposed amendment. To communicate these
concerns, we would also like to share some examples from school leaders on how these
issues are playing out in their schools. But before we get to these points, we would like to
discuss the basic substance of the proposed amendment.

ABOUT THE AMEMDMENT

The proposed amendment adds 5,183 new elementary and middle school classroom seats
to the 25,194 that were included in the five-year capital plan adopted in June 2009 for a
total of 30,377 seats. The proposed amendment, based on the same $11.3 billion funding
level as the previously adopted plan, reflects a minor decrease in the recommended
number of seats in four school districts and an increase in nine districts. The majority of
the new seats will be located in districts in Brooklyn and Queens.

Changes to the original plan were made based on more recent information about
enrollment patterns and population changes within districts, according to the amendment.
According to the DoE, the additional seats will not require any new funding but instead
will be paid for by re-estimating construction costs and through the reallocation of
existing resources.

CONCERNS WITH THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT
Capacity Estimates

Despite the additional seats, the proposed amendment still allows for a lot of
overcrowding due to inaccurate school capacity estimates. Specifically, the current
capacity figures are highly flawed and underestimate the actual level of overcrowding at
many New York City Schools. As a result, the new classroom seats created with this
amendment will fall short of reducing overcrowding in many schools.

The official figures on capacity and utilization are used by the DoE to assess how much
additional space should be created through this amendment to the capital plan to reduce
overcrowding. The “Blue Book,” the document produced annually by the SCA, assigns
each school a figure in percentage form to represent school utilization. This figure is
based on the official capacity of each school, according to the DoE, and is derived from
their estimate of how many students the schoo! should be able to hold and educate.

Most school leaders believe that the DoE miscalculates the capacity figures in the Blue
Book for their own schools by increasing the number of students that their buildings will
hold. Although the DoE confers with Principals when calculating capacity need for the
Blue Book, many school leaders have reported in our recent survey ongoing battles with
the DoE over their schools’ capacity ratings and have expressed resentment at being
assigned excessive numbers of students, particularly when they tried to use available
funding to reduce class size.



In an informal survey of school leaders conducted by CSA during this past week, we
heard about the following examples that would raise concerns about capacity estimates:

e “The DOE and SCA have taken space away and have not listened to the
Principals or discussed the issues of space.”

o “The building is made for 850 students and we have 1,235 this year. We use
locker rooms and hallways for instruction.”

e “The auditorium and cafeterias are used for instruction”.

¢ “Closets and backrooms in our library are used for classrooms.”

o “We have three lunch periods in our lunchroom which takes away from our gym
‘periods which take place in the lunchroom which functions as a multi purpose
room.”

As these examples show, rooms intended for other purposes were converted to classroom
use to alleviate what was hoped at the time would be temporary overcrowding. However,
it is likely they were permanently counted as classroom space as a part of their school
building’s capacity. Consequently, the DoE’s capacity numbers understates the need for
more seats because it counts as part of a school’s capacity most of the cluster rooms that
the school had to convert to regular classroom use to accommodate surging enrollment.
Cluster rooms are necessary to teach art, music, computer skills, and some science
curricula.

While increased capacity and the reduction of overcrowding is critical, these goals should
not be achieved through the loss of cluster rooms and gymnasiunis, or the conversion of
storage rooms and offices not intended for classroom space. It is essential that all schools
have sufficient dedicated rooms for art, music and science for the student population so
that New York State standards can be implemented.

We would like to offer the following suggestions for reforms in capacity estimates that
are for this proposed amendment to the capital plan:

* The DoE should revise the “Blue Book” formula to determine the actual level of
school capacity and reflect the ongoing [oss of cluster space, including art, music,
and science rooms, and the existence of substandard and temporary spaces.

¢ Furthermore, the DoE should change the“Blue Book™ formula in how capacity is
determined by taking into account the need to provide sufficient cluster space and
remove temporary classroom space from future capacity reports.

¢ In addition, the DoE and the SCA should work closely with school leaders,
teachers, parents and others to revise these official capacity numbers, so that they
fairly and transparently evaluate this need and do not under represent these needs
in school capacity estimates.

Class Size Targets

In addition to capacity estimates, class size is another concern for school leaders in terms
of this proposed amendment. In particular, the new capacity in this proposed amendment



will be inadequate to reduce class sizes as required under the Campaign for Fiscal Equity
~ (CFE) lawsuit. The proposed amendment is based on capacity numbers that assume
higher class sizes than the DoE’s official target numbers. To provide an appropriate
frame of reference, the DoE should measure school capacity based on the DoE’s official
class size reduction targets.

Specifically, this proposed amendment is based on class sizes targets that reflect the
CFE’s targets of 20 students in K-3 and 23 students in 4-12 classes. However, while the
proposed amendment supports the achievement of these targets, it instead uses capacity
targets of 20 students in K-3, 28 per class in middle schools, and 30 students per class in
high schools. Two of these class sizes are significantly higher than the four-year targets
required under the Contract for Excellence implemented pursuant to the CFE lawsuit.

Despite the City’s financial circumstances that make it difficult to invest in reducing class
size, we believe that class size targets are important to maintain. In response to budget
cuts and enrollment increases, class sizes rose significantly this year. In an informal
survey of school leaders conducted by CSA this past week, we heard from many that
their class sizes had grown too large to provide a quality education:

“Though class sizes are regulated for: 25 K, 28 grades 1-3, 32 grades. 4 & 3:
these numbers are impossible for students and teachers to be held to the growth
expectations and individualization that is expected. I attempt to keep class size
down to reasonable numbers. I have a difficult time due to available space.”

s “We have the maximum number of students in each classroom.”

e “Grades 1-8 have 30 students in each class.”

e “Almost all classes are at the maximum size of 30, 32 or 34. PE classes are
overcrowded.”

“There are no reduced size classes in the early grades.”

These examples show that the problems of overcrowding have become so pervasive that
many school leaders have been unable to add enough new classrooms to accommodate all
of their students and that their classes are now routinely exceeding the contractual limit.
In determining the need for new capacity, it is essential that the DoE address the class
size reduction goals for K to 12, as laid out in the Contract for Excellence.

e In order to improve the assumptions used for this proposed amendment, we
recommend that the DoE’s Blue Book target methodology be updated to reflect
the Contract for Excellence target of 23 students per class for grades 4 through 12.

This change is essential if officials are to understand the true level of overcrowding in the
school system as well as to accurately assess the future needs. We must, at the very least,
show how far we are from meeting class size targets, and what progress is bemg made
towards meeting these targets.



CONCLUSION

We encourage the City Council to push for these changes in capacity estimates and class
size targets before this proposed amendment is adopted as part of the Mayor’s capital

~ budget. With these changes, we can more effectively make the capital investment in our
schools that is necessary for meeting basic educational goals.

Given the ongoing crisis in overcrowding, we have both a legal and moral obligation to
address the need to reduce class size and expand school capacity. We must make greater
strides in addressing the capacity constraints of the schoo! system and improving
facilities to support the instructional needs of our children. We must invest in new
schools if we care about our children and the future of our city.

CSA applauds the Council’s Education Committee for understanding the importance of
public input on this important issue by inviting our testimony at today’s oversight
hearing. We are grateful for the opportunity to speak today, and would be pleased to
provide whatever additional information you may require.

Respectfully submitted,

Ernest Logan
President, CSA
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Vice President Richard Farkas
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The Proposed Capital Plan Amendment
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December 16, 2009



Good afternoon, Chairman Jackson and honorable members of this committee. My name
is Richard Farkas, and I am the Vice-President of Junior High and Intermediate Schools
for the United Federation of Teachers. I want to thank you on behalf of our 200,000
members for this opportunity to comment on the proposed capital plan amendment.

As you know, overcrowded schools and rising class sizes are a reality in neighborhoods
all across this city, and it’s no secret that these conditions directly affect the quality of a
child’s education. When you imagine what typical middle or high school kids must g0
through each day, it’s not hard to see why: Pushing through crowds just to get to your
classroom. Getting to that classroom and finding it packed to the rafters. And forget about
getting any sort of individualized instruction --- some students struggle just to find a seat.

The collateral damage of these conditions is clear: higher absenteeism rates, threats to
student safety, educators having a harder time controlling classrooms, less time for kids
who need help, and ultimately, lower student performance. The capital plan is the key to
solving a great many of these problems, which is why the UFT is so passionate about
getting it right. i '

To their credit, the Department of Education (DOE) and the School Construction
Authority (SCA) did the right thing by listening to the various concerns expressed about
the capital plan by our Community Education Councils and at least attempting to address
some of them. The public review process is crucial in these matters because school
overcrowding and class size are priorities for parents and educators.

However, while this proposed amendment in some ways improves on the initial capital
plan, much more must be done before we are going to meet the needs of our kids. There
are major issues that still need to be addressed, and we once again want to urge the
Council to consider the proposed capital plan in the context of three parallel goals:

1) We must alleviate the existing pervasive overcrowding citywide that is
hampering student learning every day;

2) To do so, we must provide sufficient additional classroom space to
accommodate the additional classes that will be created by the reduction of class
sizes in accordance with the Contracts For Excellence agreement; and

3) We must provide appropriate space for specialized instruction, such as art,
physical education, science labs, libraries, etc.

It’s clear that even if the amendment were to be adopted, the capital plan would still fall
far short of the number of seats we need. Specifically, the amendment proposes to fund
the new capacity program at $4 billion, an increase of $248.5 million over the adopted
plan, and it proposes that 30,377 seats be built, representing an increase of 5,183
elementary and middie school seats over the adopted plan’s 25,194 new seats.



But even if those new seats were to be created, it wouldn’t be enough to fully address the
need. Last year, working in conjunction with parent groups, education advocates and
elected officials, we launched what we call “A Better Capital Plan” campaign. Our
comprehensive research and analysis showed that approximately 167,000 new school
seats are needed to fully eliminate trailers and other temporary spaces, eliminate
overcrowding and reduce class size to the goals in the city’s CFE-mandated class size
reduction plan. The amendment falls short of that by about 137,000 seats. That means
many of our students will continue to struggle to learn in overcrowded schools with large
class sizes.

Further, the amendment’s proposed increase in funding is not sufficient to support the full
development of the 30,000 new seats contained in the amended plan. The amendment
notes that 2,300 of the 5,183 additional seats are being funded for design only and their
construction would not be funded until the next capital plan. We should also note that the
5,183 additional seats would be funded in only nine districts and the 2,300 new seats
being funded for design only are lmited to four districts.

Another four districts — 13, 14, 27 and 28 ~ would actually receive fewer new seats in the
amendment’s proposal. And, as the amendment notes, the adopted plan’s numbers
include 8,480 seats rolled over from the last capital plan, which wilt likely result in
increased costs due to inflation while construction is delayed.

Another important point to note: The amendment does identify 16 sites for new schools,
as opposed to seven in the original plan, but there is only one high school building
planned for Brooklyn and only two for Queens. We believe that number fall far short of
what the need will be.

Compounding the existing need could be another 20 or more school closures that the
DOE recently proposed. If the DOE implements this plan, nearby schools will be even
more overcrowded when they take on the additional children displaced by the closures.

Looking at the big picture, this proposed amendment does not specify how much each of
the new schools will cost or how costs will be contained, nor does it include a discussion
about how the new seats will be used to address overcrowding and class size issues as
part of a coherent and comprehensive strategy. It is imperative that the DOE and others
monitor enrollment and utilization rates very carefully, particularly in the chronically
overcrowded parts of the city. There are a few districts where there will be enrollment
growth on top of existing overcrowding; Districts 2 and 20 in particular have both current
and future problems.

~ On the topic of class size, the proposed amendment ties the initiatives on class size with
the state-mandated Class Size Reduction Plan, just as the initial capital plan did. That is,
class sizes are assumed to be 20 in grades K-3, 28 at the middle school level and 30 in
high schools. This does not comply with the state Contracts for Excellence because the
targets of the Class Size Reduction Plan are lower, specifically 19.9 in grades K-3, 22.9
m grades 4-8 and 24.5 in grades 9-12 core courses.



Right now, average class sizes are 22 in K-3, about 25 in grades 4 and 5, almost 27 in
grades 6 to 8 and 27 in grades 9-12, and those numbers are up each of the last two years
despite some $300 million of Contract For Excellence funding specifically allocated to
lower class size over that period. The failure to use targeted class size reduction funds for
their intended use is another example of mismanagement at the Department of Education,
and something for which they have yet to be held accountable.

The Department of Education recently issued its 2009-10 Preliminary Class Size Report
showing that average K-3 class size rose almost six percent from 2007 to 2009 while high
school classes rose almost 3 percent in that time. A September audit by the city
comptroller’s office showed that the DOE used more than 25 percent of the money
targeted to early grade class size reduction to cover its own portion of the budget for 245
schools rather than to lower early grade class sizes as intended.

Almost half of ail core subject high school classes are larger than 30 students, and fully
one-quarter of high school social studies classes across the city are at 34 or larger. '

In some overcrowded districts average class sizes are high. For example, in District 29 in
Queens the average 5"™-grade general education class has 27 students. In the Bronx’s
District 11 the average 7“’—grade class has more than 28 students. In District 22 in
Brooklyn and District 26 in Queens, the average high school geometry and U.S. History
classes have 34 students.

We note again that these average class size increases occurred despite huge funding
increases meant to lower class sizes

Here are three additional issues to consider as you weigh the adoption of this proposed
amendment:

* The amendment proposes a $79 million reduction in funding for the Facility
Replacement Program, which funds new sites for leased school space where
leases have expired or where schools must vacate current locations. However,
both the adopted plan and the amendment call for the program to create 9,000
seats. How will that be possible if the cut is made? And in terms of the bigger
picture, what steps are being taken to reduce the system’s dependence on costly
leases?

* Funding for the capital improvement program to repair and maintain school
exteriors and interiors would be reduced by $77 million under the amendment.
While we can appreciate the financial constraints on the capital plan and the many
needs for capital funds, we feel that the DOE and the School Construction
Authority (SCA) are settling for keeping pace with only the worst school
conditions and addressing only those that must be fixed. The school system
should have learned by now the serious consequences of delayed maintenance and



insufficient investment in the infrastructure of existing buildings.

* The $35 million cut in the Children First program initiatives is relatively small,
down from $1.673 billion to $1.638 billion. However, the cut is targeted mostly at
upgrades for libraries and auditoriums where, sad to say, too many classes are
now held in schools struggling to cope with severe overcrowding. The cut will
only make things worse when better libraries and auditoriums are needed most.

Last year when we talked about the original capital plan, we talked about how this city
had a chance to be bold and act aggressively; to bring all of the parties to the table in
pursuit of a collaboration that would seize on a “can-do” moment in the city’s history. At
the time, the UFT and others were still pushing hard for a federal stimulus program that
would put funding into shovel-ready jobs.

While the economy remains fragile, we still have an opportunity to give our public school
children the school facilities they deserve. We can work with the building trades on
project labor agreements and we can also cultivate public/private partnerships in order to
keep these vital projects moving forward. What we can’t afford is to repeat the mistakes
of the 1970’s fiscal crisis, when disinvestment in schools led to generations of students
and their families paying a much higher price.

We know that the DOE and the SCA are trying to respond to some of the major concerns
about the adopted plan that they have heard from the UFT, parents, educators and
education advocates. They’ ve begun moving in the right direction, and we can only hope
that they will continue to be mindful of public concerns as they try to strike the right
balance in addressing the school system’s capital needs in the months and years ahead.
We at the UFT stand ready to work with them on these important matters.

HH#
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Testimony of
Manhattan Borough President Scott M. Stringer

Before the City Council Committee on Education on DOE’s Proposed Capital Plan Amendment
December 16, 2009 :

I would like to thank City Council Speaker Christine Quinn and Education Committee Chair
Robert Jackson for holding this important oversight hearing on the City’s amended Capital Plan
for schools. -

As we all well know, our teachers and students continue to face significant challenges associated
with overcrowded conditions in our public schools. Alongside advocates and other elected
officials, I have expressed my concerns about these conditions for the past two years. I have
convened the Manhattan School Overcrowding Task force, chaired by Leonie Haimson,
Executive Director of Class Size Matters, and Patrick Sullivan, our PEP appointee, which has
done outstanding work analyzing crucial enrollment and class size data and making critical,
forward-thinking recommendations. In addition to joining.a coalition to fight for “A Better
Capital Plan” for new school construction, I have chaired regular “war rooms” with the DOE,
elected officials, and parents to address overcrowding on a neighborhood by neighborhood basis.
Finally, my office has produced three reports, documenting the DOE’s inadequate approach to
assessing school capacity issues, flawed methodology in estimating enrollment trends, and a
failure to plan proactively to resolve future overcrowding issues.

Despite these efforts, the response from the DOE has fallen short of our expectations. Although
I am pleased that the DOE’s amended Capital Plan commits to an increase of some 5,000 much
needed seats in the five boroughs through new building construction, the reality is that we simply
need more seats. " '

I am extremely concerned about the few seats being created in Manhattan, given the projected
increases in enroliment. We are seeing rapid growth in District 3, resulting in increased class
sizes and loss of cluster spaces, yet no provisions have been made to accommodate these
realities. Furthermore, the amended plan calls for the creation of 370 additional seats in
Manhattan’s District 2 through new building construction, yet DOE has not increased the number
of school buildings that it plans to construct in District 2. How will 370 seats be created through
new building construction if no such plans are made? ' ' : '

Finally, the amended Capital Plan proposes using realignment strategies to free up 1400 seats in
Manhattan, yet this number was 2,400 in the previous 2010-2014 Capital Plan. To the best of

MUNICIPAL BUILDING % 1| CENTRE STREET % NEW YORK, NY 10007
PHONE (212) 669-8300 FAx (212) 669-4305

www.mbpo.org bp@manhattanbp.org
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our knowledge, no clear explanation has been given for the loss of these 1000 seats. Based on
my calculations, between the 370 seats we are slated to gain through new building construction
and the 1,000 we seem to lose through realignment strategies, Manhattan appears to be facing an
overall loss of 630 seats. ' * ‘

When you look closely at the amended plan, problems that many of us have pointed to for years,
including fundamental flaws in DOE’s methodology and issues of transparency, are still very

- much present. Ido applaud DOE for agreeing to analyze overcrowding and capacity at the
neighborhood rather than district level. When employed correctly, this strategy allows for a
more accurate picture of where large class sizes are most problematic, and enables a targeted
response. However, there is limited evidence to suggest that DOE Kas used this strategy in the
manner intended in the amended plan, The rationale for how and why seats are being distributed
where they are throughout the five boroughs is unclear. Districts 20 and 24, for example, are
slated to receive over 100% of their actual need in seats, while other districts in greater distress
will receive far below their level of need.

Moving forward, here is what I believe must happen so that all our students have access to the
quality education to which they are entitled: o

1. DOE should make public the needs analysis it conducted for the amended Capital Plan,
which informed the decision to reduce the total number of new and realigned seats in
Manhattan and to distribute new school seats throughout the five boroughs in the manner
it did. e - -

2. The City Comptroller should periodically conduct an independent needs analysis of
:school seats that will be required five and ten years down the line, accounting for the
need to improve enrollment projections, reduce class size, and provide sufficient cluster
space. ' -

3. DOE should submit to the City Comptroller and Borough Presidents a written
justification of its use of student enrollment forecasts it uses, so long as they continue to
employ forecasts different from those of the Department of City Planning. We think this
is necessary because DOE’s enrollment numbers are frequently inaccurate. Their
justification should include residential construction trends, geographically accurate birth
rates, census and survey data, and an explanation of how DOE has factored in current
enrollment trends. This information should be made available to the public.

4. The Manhattan Borough President’s Office and City Comptroller should conduct pefiodic
" audits to assess assumptions, methodology and conclusions DOE makes about student
enroilment levels, which inform school construction plans.

We understand the immense challenge DOE faces in safely placing the million-pius students it
serves each year in classrooms. But these issues bring us back to a worn and tired conversation
‘about the need for DOE to be open, clear and transparent with regards to its methodology and
actions, which frankly often make no sense. The resulting inefficiency comes at the cost of our
children’s education and well being. '

I look forward to working with you to ensure that public school children get the education that
they deserve. Thank you very much for your time. '



class size matters:

124 Waverly Place, NY, NY 10011
phone: 212-674-7320 '
www.classsizematters.org- o
email: classsizematters@gmail.com

Testimony of Lebnie Haimson, Class Size Matters

on the amended 201 0-2014 five-year capital plan
before the NYC Counci] Education committee:

December 16, 2009
Thank you for the opportunity to speak to you today; my name is Leonie Haimson andlm .
Executive Director of Class Size Matters.. . - : I _ ' .

ManhattanBorough President; and the Campaign for a Better Capital; all of which pointed out how.
the city’s process of planning for schools was broken, and was incapable of providing our children
with a quality education, Following the release of our letter, the city released:its proposed five year
capital plan; and cut the number of seats by 60 percent compared to the previous: plan, o

This fall, the DOE added 5,000 new seats to the 25,000 already in the plan. We thank them and.
- thank you, the chair of this committee, for your continued advocacy on this issue. However, these
5,000 seats will rot be sufficient — not nearly. -

The gréatest need for new capacity:continues to be in our high schools, where as of the latest datg
in the DOE’s own “blue book”, 57% of our high school students ~about 1 67,000 students — attend -

! See “Letter for a Better Capital Plan,” October 3, 2008; Appendix A in: A Better Capitai Plan, October 2008; posted at
. hgg://wWw.cla'sssizematters.org[abettercapitalplan.hnnl

? See seats needs charts in Appendix.
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overcrowded schools.® Keep in mind that these figures are minimums, as many observers believe
that the “blue book” underestimates the amount of actual overcrowding in our schools. 4 And yet
not a single new high school seat was added in the [atest amendment,

DOE continues to talk about “pocket overcrowding”. Yet our analysis of their own data shows that
about 50% of elementary school students attend overcrowded schools and 57% of our high school
students. ‘

The proposed closing of large high schools, including Columbus, Maxwell, Jamaica, and Smith
Vocational HS will only make things much worse, as the new small schools they plan to put in their
place have smaller enroliments, are phased in gradually over time, and lead to the flooding of high
needs students elsewhere, as many reports have shown. °

Each large high school phased out leads to the downfall of other nearby high schools. Moreover,
they are talking about closing Paul Robeson high school, with over one thousand students; and
replacing it with no school at alll

are at or near maximum class size in every grade.® This clearly shows that they have no intention
of reducing class size any time in the next five years.

What do we see for the future? In our elementary schools, 49% of our students —243,000 -- attend
overcrowded schools. This is not “pocket overcrowding”. This is a systemic problem in our schools
that will soon get much worse.

For many years, the DOE hag claimed that there is no need for many more new seats exceptin a
few neighborhoods, since the enrollment projections by the Grier partnership predict continued

* These figures are calculated according the “target” utilization figures of 100% or over in the DOE’s capacity,
utilization reports. See Chart A.

4 Emily Horowitz and Leonie Haimson, “How Crowded Are Our Schools? New Results from a Survey of NYC Public
School Principals,”October 3, 2008, posted at http://www.classsizematters.org/principalsurveyresults.htmi

’ See esp. Center for New York City Affairs at The New School, “The New Marketplace:
How Small-School Reforms and Schooi Choice Have Reshaped New York City's High Schools,”
June 17, 2009.

S NYC DOE, “Educationai Impact Statement ‘Proposal for a Significant Change in the Utilization of School Building
K625: Phase-Out and Eventual Closure of Paul Robeson High School (17K625), dated Dec. 8,2009,

7 See chart A. !3

* See chart B: Historic vs, target vs. DOE’s class size goals.




citywide decline in the total number of students attending elementary and middle schools through
at least 2016—the latest year for which they provide projections. °

Yet our analysis of the [atest enrollment figures in the “Blue book” show that between 2007-
& and 2008-9, enrollment was already growing citywide in elementary and middie school
buildings, by nearly 4,000 students.

And while Grier projects continued declining enroliment in al| boroughs through 2016, we find that
according to the DOE’s own data, elementary school enrollments increased between 2007 and
2008 in all boroughs except Brooklyn and the Bronx.

What's the difference? The Grier projections do not include any charter school students, and yet,
as these demographers themselves out, “From the standpoint of making reliable projections
for the traditional public schoo! , it is imperative to have available accurate and up-to-date
data on the student populations of the charters” "

This is especially true, given that these projections are used by the DOE to estimate the need for
space, since about three quarters of charter schools are housed'in our school buildings. The Biue
book data that we looked at includes those charter schools in DOE buildings. .

From the 2006-7 to the 2008-9 school year, nearly half of all school districts (15 out of 31) saw
growth at the elementary school level, From the 2007-8 to 2008-9 school year, more than two
thirds of our districts experienced growth at the elementary school level (21 out of 31
districts.) So you can see that this appears to be an accelerating trend.

Where do we see the fastest growth? From 2006-7 to 2008-9I, District 1 elementary school
populations on the Lower East Side grew by 8.1% - the most of any district. Yet the Grier
projections have District 1 decreasing in enrollment until at least 2016. The second fastest growth
was seen in D11, in the Bronx at 5%; then D 31 at 4.9%; and D2 in Manhattan at 4.2%.

As the Griers write, “When a school system’s enroliment trend begins to change — either to climb or
to drop -- the effect is typically felt first in the lowest grades.”

While we don't have any “blue book” data by grade, or any at all for this school year, we do have
Kindergarten data from the class size reports.

This data shows that Kindergarten general education enroliments took a huge jump this fall, by
nearly 5,000 students — the largest increase in at least ten years— with increases in every borough
but Staten Island.

Indeed, every school district in the city except for Districts 7, 22 and 31 saw substantia| increases
in the number of Kindergarten students. Nine districts saw double digit percent increases and 14

Now some of the jump in Kindergarten enroliment this year is certainly due from the city’s rash
decision to close ACS day care centers, but some of it is also fikely due to rising birth rates,
increased development, and/or more families staying in the city when their children reach schooi
age. If so, this bodes poorly for the future of overcrowding in our schools for many years to come.,

? Grier Partnership, “ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS 2007 TO 2016 NYC PUBLIC SCHOOLS,” January 2008.

" Grier Partnership, “ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS 2005 TO 2014, NYC PUBLIC SCHOOLS,” Vol IL., Oct. 2005.
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What is astonishing is that the DOE appears so unprepared for this development, as they shouid
have been if there had been any real attention to this issue at Tweed.

Instead, last spring, we saw waiting lists for Kindergartens, and this fall, huge increases in
Kindergarten class sizes in nearly every district in the city - a 4.3% increase.

We now have larger classes in Kindergarten than any since the 1999-2000 school year -
averaging 21.7. Twenty six percent of our Kindergarten students are in classes of 25 or more. In
the Bronx, more than one third of K students are in classes 25 ormore, and in D 11, more than
50% Kindergarten students are in classes that size .

The crisis that angered voters last spring of Kindergarten wait lists, the busing of students,
the increase in class sizes, and the loss of preK classrooms will soon erupt throughout the
city, without an expanded and accelerated capital plan.

The problem of underinvestment in school facilities in the city has been long pointed out. In 1998,
the City Comptroller found that NYC public schools were the most underinvested part of our
infrastructure. 2 Since then, the city’s capital spending on schools has steadily declined as a
percentage of overall capital spending. Indeed, according to OMB financial summaries, the city's
share of capital spending that will be invested in schoois is at a long term low."®

How does the DOE expect to deal with the growing crisis? The last couple of years they have
been scrambling, putting four year olds for waiting lists on Kindergarten, kicking out preKs and
eliminating cluster rooms, and sometimes, at the absolute last hour, coming up with a leased
space in a few neighborhoods. They shuffle one overcrowded school from one building to another,

In answer to a question from a member of the Panel for Educational Policy, the DOE replied that
“to add elementary schoof capacity where there are aggregate deficits in seats, under-
utilized seats at other grade levels or in other districts can be repurposed.” '

in other words, they pian to send elementary grade students to middle or high schools, or to other
districts altogether.

And where is the DOE’s own needs analysis of how.many seats would be required to eliminate
overcrowding, reduce class size and meet the need of our growing population? They have never
produced one. Or if they have, they refuse to release it.

This is why we desperately require independent, transparent and more reliable enrollment
projections, as well as an independent needs assessment, from a city agency like the City’s
Comptroller’s office, which could analyze this data and tell us what might be expected in
neighborhoods throughout the city in the near future.

"' See chart C, “K enrollment at 25 or more” by borough.
¥ Office of the City Comptroller, “Dilemm in the Millenium”, 1998
" See chart D,

' NYC Department of Education, “Responses to Questions March 30, 2009 PEP Briefing”.
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We could nearly double essential new school construction if we reduce non-education prigorities
and re-directed capital spending towards schooi construction. How?

While our prison population is declining, our elementary schooi population is rapidly expanding. By
canceling the expansion and construction of new jails in Brooklyn and the Bronx that community
members don’t want and the city doesn't need, could generate nearly $2 billion for new school
seats, as the state matches every dollar the city spends on new school construction..

The new policy academy in Queens, siated to cost over $1 billion, is also wastefu! and shut be
downsized. It is slated to have a 35-acre campus, 250 classrooms, and include replicas of a
subway station, bank, and bodega. Yet there are only 250 police recruits this fall, and none
planned for January. 250 police recruits do not need 250 classrooms.

If we saved $1.5 billion by eliminating unnecessary prison projects and downsizing the proposed
police academy, this would generate nearly $3 billion for new schools — nearly doubling the amount
for new school capacity in the current plan, and providing an extra boost to the local economy as
well.

Thank you for the opportunity to speak to you today.

tn



Chart A

NYC school overcrowding

Data from DOE’s Enroliment, Capacity and Utilization Report 2008-2009 (the “Blue Book™)

PS’ MSA" | HS™ | D75* | Total

446 29 88 9 972

49.12% | 14.22% | 41.90% | 18.00%
243035 | 27286 | 166,963 | 2019 439,303
48.87% | 14.02% | 56.90% | 19.44%

462 175 122 41 800

90.88% | 85.78% | 58.10% | 82.00%
254,300 | 167286 | 126,445 8,366 | 556,397
51.13% | 85.98% | 43.10% | 80.56%

908 204 210 50 1372

497,335 | 194672 | 293,408 995,700

Mncludes PS/IS & IS/HS
‘excludes D75 schools
“includes ALT & D78 schoois

***many of these buildings already counted in elementary school category
no target - historical for D75 presumably same as target




Chart B

Contractual vs. “historical”, “target” and C4E class size goals

UFT “Historical” “Target” class City’s C4E, j
Contractual class sizes in sizes in the class size goals
maximum the DOE “blue | “pIye book” by FY 2012
book”
Kindergarten |25 25 20 19.9 ]
1-3" grades 28 25 20 19.9
4-5" grades in | 32 25 20 19.9
Title 1 schools
4-5" orades in | 32 31 28 22.9
non-Title 1
schools
6-8"in Title 1 | 30 28 28 22.9
schools
6-8"innon- | 32 30 28 229
Title 1 schools
Core classes in | 34 34 30 24,5
High school | |
Chart C
B K students in classes of 25 or more j

32008
& 2009

Brook Man Queens  Staten Bronx  Citywide
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class size matters

124 Waverly Place, NY, NY 10011
phone; 212-674-7320
ssé.o_mmmmnmgmnma.oﬁm

email: o_mwmm_Nmamama@mam:.ooB

December 14, 2009

The wo:oﬁ:m estimates were derived from these data sources:

1. Seats to pe completed by 2012 from last capital plan, and seats in new capital plan.  from NYC Department of Education,
2010-2014 Five Year Capital Plan, proposed amendment November 2009.

2. Projected need fo ing: i Projected New Housing Starts as Used

NYC Schooi Construction Authority, Projected Public School Ratio, posted at
http.//source.nyesca, oﬁ\bQn\omcama\m:\am§Iocm...:o§§....§....m_n pdf

3. Existing need for new seats: from A Better Capital Plan, by A Campaign for a Better Capital Pian, the Manhattan Task Force
on Schogl O<m8_.o<§:@_ Ciass Size Matters, the United Federation of Teachers, and The Center for Arts Education, October
2008, posted at:www. classsizematters, Org/A_Better_ Capital_ Plan_final_ final pdf

As explained in the above isti puted and derived from school and district specific data
i “Blue Book”). We have subtracted from
cting additional capacity in Sept. 2009, as reported in the NYC DOE press release,”23 New Schoof

Note: these are only estimates of the actual need for new seats in districts throughout the city, based upon the above
Sources, which themselves are incomplete,
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Good afternoon, Chairman Jackson and distinguished members of the New York City
Council’s Committee on Education. My name is Ernest Logan, and I am the President of
the Council of School Supervisors and Administrators (CSA). CSA is the collective
bargaining unit for 6,100 Principals, Assistant Principals, Supervisors and Education
Administrators who work in the New York City public schools. I want to thank you for
this opportunity to submit testimony about the Department of Education’s (DoE)
proposed 2009 amendment to the 2010-2014 five-year capital plan for schools.

On behalf of New York City’s school leaders, we want to especially recognize the work
that the City Council has done in the past year to seriously address the need to expand
school capacity. The Council played a critical role this past fall in getting the DoE and
the School Construction Administration (SCA) to agree to increase the number of new
classroom seats in this amendment to the five-year plan by a total of 5,123.

While we have to acknowledge that the DoE has added some new capacity seats in this
amendment, as a result of advocacy by the City Council, we still believe it is not nearly
enough to address the need to reduce overcrowded classrooms in city schools.

We understand that the current severe economic slowdown and corresponding lack of tax
revenues are significant obstacles to providing greater city funds for new school
construction in this amendment. Yet, we believe that advocating for and protecting a
child’s right to learn is a critical priority for our city’s future. We believe that the City
can take a responsible approach to capital investment in schools that takes into
consideration both the realities of the economic slowdown and a firm commitment to
providing all children with the opportunity to learn.

In the last week, we have reached out to school leaders citywide to find out about
capacity and utilization issues in their schools. We have heard from many school leaders
that overcrowded classrooms and inadequate facilities remain, even several months into
the school year, major problems in all of the five boroughs. As school leaders, one of oux
mandates is to make sure our students come to school and learn in a safe and secure
environment. Overcrowding reduces the quality of the learning environment.

Right now, in classrooms across the city, school leaders have told us that overcrowded
conditions are making it unsafe for students and staff; making teaching harder; making
learning more difficult; turning student schedules upside down; impacting the ability of
students to get the credits needed to graduate on time; creating situations where classes
are being held in hallways and closets; and infringing on after school and extra curricular
activities. These conditions contribute to diminished test scores and graduation rates,
higher absenteeism, and a lesser likelihood that students will go on to higher education
and be prepared to find work in today’s job market.

In light of the many overcrowded classrooms in schools across New York City and the
significant impact that these conditions are having on limiting the educational
opportunities of our children, we would like to discuss concerns with capacity estimates



and class size targets used for the proposed amendment. To communicate these
concerns, we would also like to share some examples from school leaders on how these
issues are playing out in their schools. But before we get to these points, we would like to
discuss the basic substance of the proposed amendment.

ABOUT THE AMEMDMENT

The proposed amendment adds 5,183 new elementary and middle school classroom seats
to the 25,194 that were included in the five-year capital plan adopted in June 2009 for a
total of 30,377 seats. The proposed amendment, based on the same $11.3 billion funding
level as the previously adopted plan, reflects a minor decrease in the recommended
number of seats in four school districts and an increase in nine districts. The majority of
the new seats will be located in districts in Brooklyn and Queens.

Changes to the original plan were made based on more recent information about
enrollment patterns and population changes within districts, according to the amendment.
According to the DoE, the additional seats will not require any new funding but instead
will be paid for by re-estimating construction costs and through the reallocation of
existing resources.

CONCERNS WITH THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT
Capacity Estimates

Despite the additional seats, the proposed amendment still aliows for a lot of
overcrowding due to inaccurate school capacity estimates. Specifically, the current
capacity figures are highly flawed and underestimate the actual level of overcrowding at
many New York City Schools. As a result, the new classroom seats created with this
amendment will fall short of reducing overcrowding in many schools.

The official figures on capacity and utilization are used by the DoE to assess how much
additional space should be created through this amendment to the capital plan to reduce
overcrowding. The “Blue Book,” the document produced annually by the SCA, assigns
each school a figure in percentage form to represent school utilization. This figure is
based on the official capacity of each school, according to the DoE, and is derived from
their estimate of how many students the school should be able to hold and educate.

Most school leaders believe that the DoE miscalculates the capacity figures in the Blue
Book for their own schools by increasing the number of students that their buildings will
hold. Although the DoE confers with Principals when calculating capacity need for the
Blue Book, many school leaders have reported in our recent survey ongoing battles with
the DoE over their schools’ capacity ratings and have expressed resentment at being
assigned excessive numbers of students, particularly when they tried to use available
funding to reduce class size.



In an informal survey of school leaders conducted by CSA during this past week, we
heard about the following examples that would raise concerns about capacity estimates:

e “The DOE and SCA have taken space away and have not listened to the
Principals or discussed the issues of space.”

e “The building is made for 850 students and we have 1,235 this year. We use
locker rooms and hallways for instruction.”

e  “The auditorium and cafeterias are used for instruction”.
“Closets and backrooms in our library are used for classrooms.”

o  “We have three lunch periods in our lunchroom which takes away from our gym
periods which take place in the lunchroom which functions as a multi purpose
room.”

As these examples show, rooms intended for other purposes were converted to classroom
use to alleviate what was hoped at the time would be temporary overcrowding. However,
it is likely they were permanently counted as classroom space as a part of their school
building’s capacity. Consequently, the DoE’s capacity numbers understates the need for
more seats because it counts as part of a school’s capacity most of the cluster rooms that
the school had to convert to regular classroom use to accommodate surging enrollment.
Cluster rooms are necessary fo teach art, music, computer skills, and some science
curricula. -

While increased capacity and the reduction of overcrowding is critical, these goals should
not be achieved through the loss of cluster rooms and gymnasiums, or the conversion of
storage rooms and offices not intended for classroom space. It is essential that all schools
have sufficient dedicated rooms for art, music and science for the student population so
that New York State standards can be implemented.

We would like to offer the following suggestions for reforms in capacity estimates that
are for this proposed amendment to the capital plan:

» The DoE should revise the “Blue Book” formula to determine the actual level of
school capacity and reflect the ongoing loss of cluster space, including art, music,
and science rooms, and the existence of substandard and temporary spaces.

o Furthermore, the DoE should change the“Blue Book” formula in how capacity is
determined by taking into account the need to provide sufficient cluster space and
remove temporary classroom space from future capacity reports.

e In addition, the DoE and the SCA should work closely with school leaders,
teachers, parents and others to revise these official capacity numbers, so that they
fairly and transparently evaluate this need and do not under represent these needs
in school capacity estimates.

Class Size Targets

In addition to capacity estimates, class size is another concern for school leaders in terms
of this proposed amendment. In particular, the new capacity in this proposed amendment



will be inadequate to reduce class sizes as required under the Campaign for Fiscal Equity
(CFE) lawsuit. The proposed amendment is based on capacity numbers that assume
higher class sizes than the DoE’s official target numbers. To provide an appropriate
frame of reference, the DoE should measure school capacity based on the DoE’s official
class size reduction targets.

Specifically, this proposed amendment is based on class sizes targets that reflect the
CFE’s targets of 20 students in K-3 and 23 students in 4-12 classes. However, while the
proposed amendment supports the achievement of these targets, it instead uses capacity
targets of 20 students in K-3, 28 per class in middle schools, and 30 students per class in
high schools. Two of these class sizes are significantly higher than the four-year targets
~ required under the Contract for Excellence implemented pursuant to the CFE lawsuit.

Despite the City’s financial circumstances that make it difficult to invest in reducing class
size, we believe that class size targets are important to maintain. In response to budget
cuts and enrollment increases, class sizes rose significantly this year. In an informal
survey of school leaders conducted by CSA this past week, we heard from many that
their class sizes had grown too large to provide a quality education:

“Though class sizes are regulated for: 25 K, 28 grades 1-3, 32 grades. 4 & 5:
these numbers are impossible for students and teachers to be held to the growth
expectations and individualization that is expected. I attempt to keep class size
down to reasonable numbers. I have a difficult time due to available space.”

e “We have the maximum number of students in each classroom.”

e “Grades 1-8 have 30 students in each class.” :

e “Almost all classes are at the maximum size of 30, 32 or 34. PE classes are
overcrowded.”

“There are no reduced size classes in the early grades.” -

These examples show that the problems of overcrowding have become so pervasive that
many school leaders have been unable to add enough new classrooms to accommodate all
of their students and that their classes are now routinely exceeding the contractual limit.
In determining the need for new capacity, it is essential that the DoE address the class
size reduction goals for K to 12, as laid out in the Contract for Excellence.

e Inorder to improve the assumptions used for this proposed amendment, we
recommend that the DoE’s Blue Book target methodology be updated to reflect
the Contract for Excellence target of 23 students per class for grades 4 through 12.

This change is essential if officials are to understand the true level of overcrowding in the
school system as well as to accurately assess the future needs. We must, at the very least,
show how far we are from meeting class size targets, and what progress is being made
towards meeting these targets.



CONCLUSION

We encourage the City Council to push for these changes in capacity estimates and class
size targets before this proposed amendment is adopted as part of the Mayor’s capital
budget. With these changes, we can more effectively make the capital investment in our
schools that is necessary for meeting basic educational goals.

Given the ongoing crisis in overcrowding, we have both a legal and moral obligation to
address the need to reduce class size and expand school capacity. We must make greater
strides in addressing the capacity constraints of the school system and improving
facilities to support the instructional needs of our children. We must invest in new
schools if we care about our children and the future of our city.

CSA applauds the Council’s Education Committee for understanding the importance of
public input on this important issue by inviting our testimony at today’s oversight
hearing. We are grateful for the opportunity to speak today, and would be pleased to
provide whatever additional information you may require.

Respectfully submitted,

Ernest Logan
President, CSA
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